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REMARKS 

First and foremost, Applicant respectfully submits that entry of the present amendment is 
in order since it requires no additional searching and/or consideration by the Examiner since the 
amendments to the claims are merely to remove reference legends from the claims. Thus, these 
amendments do not substantively change the claims and entry is in order. 

Claims 1-10, 12 and 15 stand objected to based on a number of informalities listed in the 
Office Action. Applicant has amended claims 1 and 7 to provide proper antecedent basis for a 
virtual image and therefore, this objection is moot. Claims 3 and 15 have been canceled and 
therefore, the objection of these claims is likewise moot. 

Claims 1-10 and 12 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Shafer in view of Takahashi. Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection for the following 
reasons. 

Applicant respectfully submits that contrary to the Examiner's assertion, neither Shafer 
nor Takahasi discloses a virtual image formed physically behind a sixth mirror as recited in both 
independent claims 1 and 7. Since neither reference discloses or suggests the formation of a virtual 
image physically behind a sixth mirror, a combination of these reference fails to yield the claimed 
arrangement. Since this claimed feature is neither disclosed nor suggested by the cited references, 
either taken alone or in combination, reconsideration and allowance of independent claims 1 and 7 
are in order. 

Furthermore, Applicant respectfully submits that one of ordinary skill in the art having 
knowledge of Shafer would not take into account Takahashi to modify the catadioptric (mirrors and 
lenses) group Gl of Shafer for at least the following reasons. Takahashi does not disclose a 
catadioptric system but rather discloses a catoptric (only mirrors) system. A catoptric system is not 
able to correct chromatic aberration. However, the catadioptric group Gl according to Shafer is 
utilized to correct chromatic aberration caused by the dioptric (no mirrors) group G2. Second, the 
catoptric system of Takahashi forms a convergent beam, whereas the catadioptric group Gl of 
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Shafer forms a divergent beam. As a result, a person of ordinary skill in the art has no motivation to 
combine the Shafer and Takahashi references. Applicant respectfully submits that the opposite is 
true in that Takahashi teaches away from the Shafer reference as the projection optical system 
according to Takahashi forms the image of an object exclusively with the help of mirrors. 

Moreover, even if a person of ordinary skill in the art were to combine the Shafer and 
Takahashi references, the combination would not yield the claimed invention and more particularly, 
it would not disclose or suggest all of the features recited in independent claims 1 and 7. 
Furthermore, a clear motivation would be necessary to tell the person of ordinary skill which 
features of Shafer would be maintained and which features of Takahashi should in which way be 
transferred to Shafer. Applicant respectfully sees no evidence for such a motivation which could 
result in the present invention as embodied in claim 1 or claim 7. 

Reconsideration and allowance of independent claims 1 and 7 and all claims dependent 
thereon are earnestly solicited at this time. 

Claims 1 1 and 13-30 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Shafer in view of Braat. Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection for the following reasons. 

Similar to Takahashi, Braat discloses a mirror projection system forming a converging 
beam. Thus, for the same reasons as stated above with respect to the discussion of claims 1 and 7, a 
person of ordinary skill in the art would not combine Shafer with Braat. 

Even if a person of ordinary skill were to combine Shafer and Bratt, he once again would 
face the problem that he has to extract a certain set of features partly from Shafer and partly from 
Braat. However, there is no motivation to keep the dioptric group G2 of Shafer and mix the 
catadioptric group of Shafer with the mirror system of Braat to end up with the objective set forth in 
either claim 1 1 or claim 13. 

With respect to claim 11, there is, for example, no motivation to for a set of features 
comprising a correction of the chromatic aberration as disclosed by Shafer , an intermediate image 
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between the fourth and fifth mirror as disclosed by Braat and a last mirror with a convex surface as 
disclosed by Shafer. 

With respect to claim 13, there is, for example, no motivation for a set of features 
comprising a correction of the chromatic aberration as disclosed by Shafer and a third and a fourth 
mirror located physically between a first and a fourth mirror as disclosed by Braat. 

Based on the foregoing, Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and allowance of 
the claims since a combination of the cited references fails to yield the claimed invention. 

In view of the above amendment, applicant believes the pending application is in 
condition for allowance. 

Dated: April 21, 2005 Respecjftnlysubrrrftted^ 
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